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The Honorable Dennis Chavez,’ Chairman 
Department of Defense Subcommittee 
Senate Committee on Appropriations 
Washington 25, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Chairman: 


I greatly appreciated the opportunity of appearing before your 
Subcornmittee on July 15th in support of our request for appropriations 
te construct a headquarters installation for the Central Intelligence 
Agency. CIA believes that the sites at Langley and at Alexandria, 
Virginia are the two areas which deserve n-cst serious consiicration. 
As we indicated, our preference is for the site on the Gevernn ent- 
owned lend at Langley. We have made this determination after care- 
fully considering more than 30 possible sites in or near the metropolitan 
area of the District of Columbia. 


The Langley site is as accessible to the homes of our em-ployees 
as our present location, and hence relocations of the residences of the 
bulk of our personnel would be unnecessary. It compares very favor- 
ably with other sites under consideration in terms of acceasibility to 
other Government agencies with which we roust be in constant contact. 
A far greater measure of security protection could be attained at the 
Langley site in view of the fact that the building itself would be further 
from the public highways than at other sites, and it would be bordered 
on three sides by Government-owne land unier control of the Bureau 
of Public Roads and the National Park Service. It would be a simple 
matter to limit access to the site itself to those persons having legiti- 
mate business with the Agency, while at the same time not interfering 
in any way with the public use of the Mernorial Parkway and Highway 
123. lam convinced that, with the exception of the cost of the exten- 
sion of the George Washington Memorial Parkway, the selection of the 
Langley site would not be an additional burden on the taxpayer. More- 
over, the law providing for the Memorial Farkway has been on the 
statute books for twenty five years, and the “arkway's completion and 
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comnection with the preposed Cabin John Bridge and the Outer Belt high- 
way are a part of the master plan for the development of the metropali- 
tam area, 


While I understand the reluctance on the part of a few residents of 
the area to have this site selected, there is no question bet that this 
minority is very small indeed, and that Fairfax County, inclwling its 
elected officials, wholeheartedly welcomes the possibility of CIA locat- 
ing at the Langley site. We certainly wish te consider the witches of 
the residents in any area where we might locate. In this case we feel 
that the fears of the minority regarding the impact of CIA locating in 
their community are greatly exaggerate’, In any case, however, it 
seems clear that, all things considered, the CiA would be better able 
to perform its functions from this location than others under consideri- 
tien, and this factor should, I believe, be controlling. 


in view of what I believe to be many misleading statements and 
imaccuracies submitted to your Committee by opponents to the Langley 
site, lam attaching herewith a more detailei additional atatersent to 
my testimony which I respectfully request be considered by your Come 
mittee in its deliberations ani incorporate: in the record. 


Respectfally yours, 


| Aegned | 


Allen W. Oulles 
Director 
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such statements would be improper prior to our tekiag thic matter ap 
with the Congress, and we did not wish any statement of awrse to provake 
veal estmte speculation. Tus stories which have appeared in the press 
beve ewonated from sources other than CIA. 


‘ge Central Dvcelligence ageucy satuxaliy unievewnie the feelings 
of some of the residents of the lenley area who, rightly or wrongly, feel 
that the comparntive seclusion of their community may be somevkat impaired 
by the Agency's location at the Langley site. There seems to be no question 
but that, with the exception of this very suall minority, Fairfax County 
wholeheartedly welcomes the CIA. Furthermore, because of the accessibility 
of the Iangley site to the howes of such a large percentage of CIA person- 
nel it does not seem probable that the lecetion of the CIA building at 
lengley in and of iteclf would have a very great impact or ceuse & great 
influx of permenent residents. 


The Agency feels that it is its primary duty, while taking inte 
account the feelings of the residents, to attempt to select that site 
which will best facilitate the carrying out of ite work in the public 
interest. Among the factors we have considered are: accessibility to 
the homes of ite employees and to the Government agencies with which it 
goes business and provision for seximum security protection. 


In March the McLean Citizens Association by a vote of 105 to 80 
voted ageinst CIA occupying the Langley site. Approximately 50 persons 
who were present at that meeting did not vote. Since that time one of 
the mest prominent of the citizens present at that meeting, the itor 
ani Publisber of the McLean weekly newspaper, who voted in opposition to 
CIA at leangley, has changed his opinion on thig matter and testified 
before vour Committee in favor ef the langley site. In his testimony 
he stated that ths information given to the Associstion by those in 
Gpposition at the time the vote wes taken vas, in his opinion, "grossly 
exaggerated and presented a picture far from the truth." 


am oxier for CIA to oceupy the Iangley site, it is necessary to 
improve the site's accessibility by the extension of the George Washington 
Memorial Parkeny from ite present terminus at Spout Run approximately 
3-1/2 miles belew Chain Bridge to the Langley site, a distance of approxri- 
mately ‘} miles, The authorization for this Parkway has been on the statute 
beoks for 25 yoars. The Capper-Crampton Act of May 29, 1930 (46 Stat. 482), 
as amended, states: 


"Such fuuds shall be appropriated as required for the 
expeditious, economical, and efficient development and 
completion of the following projects: 


"(a}) For the George Washington Memorial Parkway, 
to include the shores of the Potomac, end 
adjacent lands, from Hount Vernon to a point 
above the Great Falis on the Virginia side, 
except within the City of Alezandria,’. . .” 
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In the face of this clear statutery pronouncement, opponents to the CIA © 
use of the langley site have testified that there was no specific authori- 
gatien for a highway on the Virginia side until the authorization to CIA 
contained in the Military Construction Act of 1955. In view of this testi- 
mony we have requested an opinion from the Generel Counsel of the Netional 
Capital Planning Commission regarding the Parkway, and a copy of his 
epinion is attached herevith. In the opinion of the General Counsel 
there is no doubt that the Capper-Crampton Act, as emended, is a clear 
expression of Congressional intent to provide for the construction of | 
the highway on the upstream portion of the Virginia side of the George 
Washington Memoriel Parkuay. It was contended before your Comittee 

that as an alternative to CIA eccupation of the Langley site the Ih-. 
tional Capitel Planning Commission take over this property for pari: 
purposes, However, the Cepper-Crampton Act does not authorize such. 
action. As the General Counsel of the Nationa) Cepital Planning Com- 
mission hes pointed out in his opinion, the Capper-Crampten Act pro- 
vides that: 


"fhe Rational Capital Park and Planning Commission is 
authorized to cecupy such lands belenging to the United 
States as may be necessary for the development and pro- 
tection of such parkway. . .' 


This language in the opinion of counsel dees not permit the Commission © 
to take over land along the Potomac entitled in the United States merely - 
tor perk purposes. It can be cccupied by the Commission only when such 
lend is "necessary for the development and protection of said parkway." 
In acquiring the land along the Potemec River for the Parkway extension, 
the Comsissicn has determined the amount of land necessary for this -- 
purpose and the remainder of it hes long since been allocated for the 
Bureau of Fublic Reads installation. It should aleo be noted that the 
National Capital Planning Commicsion sterted acquiring rights of way for 
the Parkway extension from Spout run to a point slightly above Chain 
Bridge without any consideration te the possibility that CIA might at 
Sone time occupy the langley site. Fumds have been included in the 

NCPC budget for this puxpose. These funds may not, however, be auf- 
ficient to acquire all of the rights ef way to the lengley site, and 
for this reason the Congress in the Military Construction Aet of 1955 
authorized CIA to transfer certain funds to the Commission for this 
purpose. 


Testimony before your Committee that the Memorial Parkway will . 
not go beyond Lengley ie true only as it epplies to the present fiscal 
year. AS stated above, the law authorizes the construction ef the 
Parkway to the Great Falls end the published plans of the Katicnal 
Capital Planning Commission for the area Gevelopuent of the nationzl 
Cepital call for the ultimate completion of the Parkway, including 
woe with the proposed Cabin John Bridge and the Outer Belt 

Enuay 


in response te questions raised by members of your Committee, it 
should ve noted that the Memorial Parkwey at the Langley site will be 
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leeated on land presently controlled by the National Park Service, which 
‘and extends from the northern boundary of the Public Road installation to 
the Poteme River. Thus, the Parkamy will lie between the site and the 
River. ; ; 


The CIA site will be reached on the north by a short connecting 
dink from the Parkusy to the site, and ean be controlled so as to permit 
a0cess only to those who have official business with the CIA. However, 
an further reply to certain questions esked during the hearing of 
45 July, since neither the Parkway nor Route 123 would pass through the 
GIA area itself and the building vould be reasonably well screened fron 
these reads, it is believed thet in and of iteelf the location of CIA 
at this site would not necessitate closing either of these roads to the 
general public in time of national emergency. 


The Office of the Commissioner of Highways (Virginia), in a letter 
dated 23 May 1955 to the County Executive of Fairfax County, stated that 
in view of the probability of a CIA installation near Langley they had 
allocated $100,000 for the present fiscal yeer for the widening of 
Route 123 from Chain Bridge west, with a reasonable expectation for 
additionel funds in the next fiscal year. The Highway Commissioner 
of Virginia wrote to the Fairfax County Executive on 9 June that the 
cost of widening Route 123 te a 4-lane highway from its intersectica 
with the George Washington Memorial Parkway below the Langley site to 
| its intersection with Reute 193 abeve the site would be provided at 
their expense, and thet thie would be done concurrently with the develop- 
_ went of the Parkway extension. On 9 June this matter was discussed with 
Governor Stanley of Virginia, and the meeting resulted in complete as- 
surances of this concurrent improvement. While this may be an accelera- 
tion in the plens of the State of Virginia for the development of High- 
way 123, such plans have been in existence for future implezentatian and . 
extend beyond the present commitments. . 


The testimony of Mr. Boothe, Delegate from Alexandria to the 
Virginia House of Delegates and attorney for Mr. Winkler, indicates 
official ection by the City Council of Alexandria guaranteeing the 
building of access roads if the Winkler tract should be selecte@. In 
. Badition, the present traffic load on the Shirley Highway is such that 
its widening to handle the present traffic load from the Pentagon to 
the South is definitely under consideration. Tous, it would appear 
that the costs for road expansion at Alexandria and Lengley ere com- 
parable, and much of such expansion is in contemplation whether or not 
CIA selects either of these locations. 


It should be noted in connection with an Alexandria site, that 
on the basis of the present residences of CIA employees almost two-thirds 
of their number would have to travel through the District of Columbia at 
the height of the morning and evening rush hour, with a large concentration 
at the Memorial Bridge and the proposed new Constitution Avenue bridge, 
and moving in the same direction as the bulk of traffie as far as the 
Pentagon. On the other hand, if Langley is selected, this situntion 
would be eased somewhat in view of the fect that 48% of CIA personnel 
live in the Horthwest area of Washington and Montgomery Comty. ‘They 
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would ume Key and Chain Bridges, and eventually the proposed new Cabin 
John Bridge, to the Langley site and will bs “ravelling to and frou 
work in the oppesite direction fxom the flew of traffic. 


In its vesolution of May 4, 1955, inviting the CIA to use the 
langley site, the Boera of Supervisors of Fairfax County assured the 
Ageney “that the Fairfax County Govermment stands ready to cooperate 
fvlly in all mtters under its om xesponsibilities." In its resolution 
of 19 May the Boord authorized the forwarding of a letter to CIA stating 
"anos the county can asaure within tvo years from thie date the evail~ 
ability of eewors for the facility contemplated on a basis of charges 
on rewtals for such sever service at figures which will not exceed the 
vexular charges elsewhere in the county." We have further been | 
infermed. thet no part of the $250,000-$300,000 which this construction 
will cost will be terne by the Federal Goverment. Moreover, the cost 
of this additional link will not be a cost to the taxpayers. It is 
sively a financing program to provide a service and vould be self- 
supporting by virtue of its revenue. 


; It should be noted thet Fairfax County voted a $20,000,000 

integrated sewer system in 1953, and a $2,000,000 unit of this system 
is presently being instelled in the Mclean-langley area. Therefore, 
bringing of this link to the boundary of the CIA property is but e 
suall pert of the overall system in that area. 


fhe City of Faille Church has assured CIA of its ability to supply 


water for the installetion, an@ it does not require financial help fron 
the Federal. Govexument te make this possible. The City has funds avail- 
| gble in the sum of approximately $5,000 to extend the existing water 
main some 1,500 feet to serve the site. 


in view of the above facts regarding the water and sewer system 
availability te the Langley site, we ere at a loss to explain the state- 
ment submitted te your Committee by an opponent of cur cecupancy that 
the Langley site vould cost taxpayers $2 million in County funds for 
woilities. CIA would merely become a prying customer fer services 
renicreé as ab any site. — 


: A witness opposing CIA leeation at Langley subadtted a statement 
to your Committee that the CIA building would have room for over 
persons. In his oral testimony he raised this figure to As 
the Commivtse knows, these figures are grossly exeggerated. 


The seme witness testified to his assumption that CIA perscanel 
turned over at a rate of 206 a your. iis figure is also grossly 
QUNTTSTAteR o - 

During the hearing before your Committee on 15 July, a etatement 
was submitted by the Alexandria Cheauber of Commerce to the effect thet 
the so-called Winkler Tract would cost $200,000. An opponent to the 

langley site stated that its cost would enly bo $175,000. Delegate 
2cothe, one of Mr. Winkler's attorneys, stated that the cost would be 


3273 000 ved For Release 2003/03/07 : CIA-RDP80R01731R001600100024-2 


STAT 
STAT 


Approved For Release 2003/03/07 : CIA-RDP80R01731R001600100024-2 


Kir. Winkler has been in touch with CIA in connection with the 
passible purchase of his tract and has offered & acres at 2 total cost 
substantially in emess of those quoted above. Furthermore, these 
quotations are substantially below those in this general area which 
have been submitted to date. 


Zt is believed that acquisition of at least 100 acres in this 
general area will require from $00,000 te $1,000,000, and since no 
definite selection has been made eufficient flexibility to insure 
acquisition of adequate acreage is necessary. In any case, it is 
contemplated that property would be acquired through normal Government 
procedures at fair market value with the actual expenditures kept to 
a minis. Accordingly, we have asked for an appropriation ef not to 
exceed $1,000,000 for the purchase of a site in order that we may have 
the necessary leeway for negotiation if the purchase of at least 100 
eres becomes necessary. 


From the above facts it is apparent that insofar as construction 
of a CIA building is concerned the cost of the building construction 
iteclf will not vary appreciably as between the langley site or an 
Alexandria site. Insofar as the expenditure of Federal funds is con- 
cerned, & site in Alemandria could presumebdly be acquired for something 
less than $1,000,000, whereas the Iangley site is on Governmaent-owed 
land. If the langley site is utilised, it will cost the Government an 
additional 8.5 million dollars fer the extension of the George Washington 
Memorial Parkway. However, this Parkway bas long been authorized, and 
its completion is & part of the saster plan for the development of the 
metropolitan area of the District of Columbia and its environs. Its 
acceleration will not change the eventual expenditure and it will permit 
this Agency te cecupy a preferred site with sufficient Governnent-owmed 
acreage surrounding it to give security protection. 


It is believed that the foregoing clearly indicates thet with 
the exception of the cost of the extension af the George Vashingten 
Memorial Parkway, which the Federal Government vill eventually incur 
in eny case, the selection of the Langley site will in no way be an 
increased burden on the taxpayer end that statements to the contrary 
by opponents of the Langley site are grossly misleading. 


Further, in view of its easier accessibility to Agency employees, 
comparable accessibility to other Governzent agencies, far better 
security, and capacity for expansion if necessary, it is considersd 
by us to be the best of those sites under consideration. 
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RATIONAL CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION 


HATIONAL CAPITAL PLANNING COMMISSION 
TULY 19, 1952 


Colowel L. K. White ee ee 


trediins Intelligence Agency WASHINGTON, D. C. 
h30 E Street, N.W. 
Nashington 25, D. C. July 15, 1955 


ear Colonel White: 


You have asked me, as General Counsel of the National Capital 
Planning Commission, for my opinion as to this Commission's statutory 
swuthority perteining to certain phages of the George Weabington Memorial 
“arkway on the Virginia side of the Potomac and, particularly, as to 
contentions made to the Sénate Appropriations Committee today by Mr. 
Reger D. Fisher about the Commission's authority. 


‘The Act of May 29, 1930, 45 Stat. 482, eas amended, authorized the 
requisition of lend fer the George Washington Memorial Parkway and author- 
=2e4 appropriations for the land and for the development of the Parkway 
wite a highway us a part thereof on the Virginia side of the Potcamc from 
Ht. Vernon to Great Falis, exclusive of Alexandria, and on the Maryland 
side from Fort Washington to Great Falis, exclusive of the District. 
that Act vested in the Planning Commission certain authority and duties 
pertaining, to the Parkway. 


Section l(a) of the Act incorporated the Mt. Vernon Meworial Bigh- 
way, authorized by the Act of May 23, 1928, as a part of the George Wash- 
ington Memorial Parkway. That Highway, constructed with Federal funds, 
connected Mt. Vernon with the Arlington Memorial Bridge. Section i(a) 
authorized the construction with Federal funds of a highway on the Virginia 
side to complete the Parkway to Great Falls, but prehibited the use of 
vederal funds, except as e part of the Federal-aid highway program, for 
She highway from Fort Washington to the Great Falls on the Marylani side. 

& sannecting free bridge was authorized across the Potomes at or near 
Great Falls. 


From the meaning of the vord "parkway," with which Section 1(a) 
tieals almost exclusively, it is clear that Congress intended to authorize 
the construction of a scenic highway. The 1914 edition of Webster's 
international Dictionary was the first edition of that dictionary vhich 
couteined the vord "parkway." The 1914 definition was only "A broad 
thoroughfare beautified with trees and turf.” Each new edition of 
Webater's International published since 1914 contained the same definition 
without more. The Act of 1930 was enacted fifteen years after the word 
appeared for the first time in Webster's. It is a cardinal rule of law 
that when Congress uses a word without defining it, the word is intended 
to have the ordinary or usual dictionary meaning. In view of the fact 
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successfully be mainteined that the George Washington Memorial Parkway or 
any part of it must be merely a large park. 


Further, the legislative history of the Act of August 8, 1946, 
60 Stat. 960, amending the original Act, clearly proves that Congress, 
in passing the original Act, intended to authorize a highway upstream 
on the Virginia side. 


Speaking of the highway provided between Fort Washington and 
Great Falls on the Maryland side, the third proviso of Section 1(a) of 
the original Act reads as follows: 


"Provided further, That no money shall be expended by the 
United States for the construction of said highway on the 
Maryland side of the Potomec, except as part of the Federai- 
aid highway program: ...” 


The foregoing quoted language prohibited the expenditure of 
Federal funds for a highway on the Maryland side, except es a pert of 
the Federal-aid highway program, but did not prohibit the expenditure 
of Federal funds for such a purpose on the Virginia side. 


The fourth proviso of Section 1(a) of the original Act permitted 
the Federal Governzent to advance, on a reimbursable basis, funds for 
the Maryland or Virginie shares of the acquisition costs of the lands 
“and the construction of said roads in such unit referred to in this" 
section. oring supplied.) As this language included the Virginia 
side, and the Mt. Vernon Nemorial Highway already extended downstrean 
from the Nemorial Bridge to Mt. Vernon, it could only refer to the 
— side of the Parkway from the Memorial Bridge upstream to Great 

lis. 


The 1946 amending Act struck out all of the third proviso of 
Section l(a) of the original Act and struck out the words "and the 
construction of said roafis" in the fourth proviso of that section. 
Language appearing in the Senate Committee report (8. Rept. Bo. 1766, 
79th Cong., accompanying S. 2206) explains the third reason for striking 
out the third proviso and the six words from the fourth proviso of the 
original Act. The explanation reads as follows: 


"Sections 1 and 2 of the bili, as reported by the coznittee 
would amend sections 1(a) and 1 (b) of the  wemincess ° 
Memorial Parkway Act of May 29, 1930 (46 Stat. ) to eliminate 
from those sections s0 much of the language thereof as prohibits 
expenditure by the United States of eny money for the construction 
of the George Washington Memoriel Parkway on the Maryland side of 
the Potomac, except as part of the Federal-aid highway program. 
These prohibitions contained in existing law are applicabl= only 
to the construction of that part of the parkway on the Marvlend 
side of the Potomac River and do not apply to that portion of the 
parkway on the Virginia side cf the Potomac River. There appears 
to be no good reason for the discrimination. The committee is, 
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From the language of the report quoted above, it is obvious that 
Congress intended that the upper Virginie portion of the Parkway should 
have @ road or highway because Congress had given permissive authority 
to spend Federal funds specifically for such a highway. Atteched hereto 
and made a part hereof are photostatic copies of excerpts of the Can- 
gxessional Record ef July 29, 1946 and August 1, 1946, setting forth, 
respectively, the entire debate in the Senate and House which occurred 
on the bill. ‘These make it doubly clear that Congress originally intended 
(and reaffirmed that intention in 1946) to provide for the construction 
of highways on the upstream portion of the Virginia side of the George 
Washington Memorial Parkway. 


Mr. Fisher is mistaken in saying that the Act of 1930 “authorized 
the Hational Capital Planning Commission to take over all or most of the 
proposed site at Langley for park purposes." The only provision of that 
ict to which he could have referred reads as follows: 


"The Rational Capital Park and Planning Commission is 
authorized to occupy such lands belonging to the United 


States as my de necevsa: for the development and 
protection of said camer «-»" (Underscoring supplied.) 


The above quoted language does not refer in any way to the "site 
at Langley" nor does it permit the Commission "to take over" land along 
the Potomac entitled in the United States merely for park purposes. On 
the contrary, land so located and belonging to the United States, but 
under the control end jurisdiction of other Federal agencies, may be 
occupied by the Commission only when such land is "necessary for the 
Gevelopment and protection of said parkway.” ‘The Commission has de- 
termined that a portion of the land involved is necessery for the 
suthorized purpose. Of course, had the Commission determined thet all 
cf the land was necessary, the Commission would have acted properly and 
within its statutory authority in making such a determination. But the 
Commission's determination was not so inclusive and the statutory 
ienguege certainly dees not wake it mandatory for the Commission to 
eccupy all of any such tract of lend. 


If I may be of further service to you or your Agency, please call 
On RG. 


Sincerely yours, 


/s/ Willian S. Cheathen 


William S. Cheatham 
General Counsel 


Att. 
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